Range Technician's Work
My fellow panel members have given their views of the challenging future in range management. They were speaking from the firmly entrenched and welldefined positions of a rangeland owner, educator, and researcher.
Today's practicing range technician has no well-defined niche. His varied duties in governmental agencies and in the livestock and related industries defy simple description.
Despite this, most range technicians have some traits and duties in common. Here are a few: 1. So far, "he is a he". 2. He is generally a college graduate with a degree in range management or at least with some course work in range management and related subject matter. 3. He's generally a staff officer rather than an administrator. If he becomes an administrator he no longer is called a practicing range technician. 4. He generally spends at least half of each year outdoors. 5. Nowadays the majority of his clan don't wear big hats, high heeled boots, or roll their own cigarettes.
There are several documented reports concerning range technicians who don't wear any hats at all. 6. He specializes in sack lunches but rarely sleeps outdoors. 7. He's an expert on pickup trucks and jeeps, but with few exceptions, a mediocre horseman. 8. He's somewhat uncertain about the meaning of such terms as free martin, ridgeling, "mothering up", and diamond hitch. 9. He gives the impression of knowing the name of about twothirds of the plants in his locality. 10. His artistic bent is evidenced by his affinity for plant identification manuals containing numerous sketches and colored prints. 11. On occasion he may be observed hovering around the fringe of a range research project, but rarely is he an integral part of it. He's gradually becoming less suspicious of the "researcher".
Too often, however, he still doesn't know what the researcher has done, is doing, or plans to do. 12. He now does, or at one time has done, a considerable amount of range survey work-once upon a time with a horse and plane table, but now with a pickup and aerial photograph. 13. Depending on whom he's working for, he may rarely or frequently have to contact ranchers. A minority of his clan hold out to the bitter end in trying to avoid such contacts. However, if face-to-face confrontation is inevitable, opening inquiries have to do with rainfull or the pr'ices of calves or lambs. 14. He's always wondering when the bosses are going to change methods and procedures.
If he has been on the job for more than 20 years, this has happened at least five times. 15. In our profession, he's the individual who does most of the grunting and groaning in blending theory and practice right out on the range.
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The real "old timer" range technician has weathered a number of basic changes in the nature of his duties and views in- Before conjecturing how such a technician feels about the future, let's briefly speculate on the current status of his knowledge and his attitude toward his job.
Presumably his present knowledge, his confidence in his ability, and his guide to action result from a pooling of his academic and on-the-job training, his knowledge of range research results, his field experience, and the policies and procedures prescribed by his employer. He's aware that at least some of the procedures that he uses are a matter of sharply divided opinion within his profession and between his profession and some rangeland users. He has witnessed repeated assaults on some of the long-standing "sacredcow" concepts that have developed among professional rangemen. He's seen some of these concepts teeter on their foundations and may even be a contributor to the teetering process. If he's a genuine free thinker he's skeptical of some of the earlier answers and impatient for new ones. Now let's try to look into the future through the eyes of this kind of practicing range technician. Obviously, it would be extremely presumptuous for one technician to speak for his entire group. I hope those range technicians with an outlook in direct contrast to mine will find a suitable means for rebuttal.
In facing the challenges of the future, particular emphasis will need to be given to: 1. Meeting the challenge of alternative uses of rangeland. 2. Improved rancher-technician working relationships. 3. Improving rangeland surveys and appraisals. 4. Increasing the effectiveness of range conservation practices. 5. Identifying urgent needs for additional knowledge. 6. Realistically coming to grips with rangeland economics.
The Challenge Of Alfernafive Land Uses
For some time range technicians and ranchers have seen rangelands used for many purposes other than solely for grazing by domestic livestock. Of particular significance is their use for wildlife, watersheds and recreation inasmuch as these uses are frequently concomitant with grazing by domestic livestock. Generally one use is dominant, and other uses are secondary. Multiple use of land is, of course, not a new endeavor. It has been a guiding principle on some Federally owned lands for several decades. It has been deliberately or unintentionally in effect on a significant number of ranches for extended periods of time. Consider, for example, the number of livestock ranches that always have had simultaneous grazing use by big game animals. No doubt such uses will mushroom in the future, both on Federally owned and on private rangelands. Probably a significant number of ranchers will not want to use their lands for public hunting and recreation purposes. However, the number of ranches that have deliberately planned for these additional land uses and are realizing an income from them is rapidly increasing.
In the future, range technicians will need to be better equipped to contribute their knowledge to existing and new demands of rangelands.
Improving Rancher-Technician Working Relationships
Don't you think that the quality and quantity of range management would improve if ranchers and range technicians really understood the others' language and objectives?
In the early days of professional range management work many range technicians rarely, if ever, worked directly on the range with ranchers. Many business transactions between rangeland administrators and rangeland users were conducted in the office or by correspondence. In this setting it's not surprising that most ranchers did not understand what range technicians were doing and were suspicious of why they were doing it. Over the years this extreme isolationism has ameliorated somewhat but still falls far short of togetherness.
The best place to improve rancher-technician working relationships is in the pasture or the grazing allotment. Range management is in part a science, but its effective application is an art directly dependent upon the actions of people. It is in the pasture or allotment that technicians can best demonstrate their concepts of range management. Here also, ranchers can best explain the nature and needs of their operating units and contribute the results of their practical experience.
Decisions based on mutual understanding of problems and on mutually agreed upon courses of action stand a good chance of being effectively carried out. The limited number of trained range technicians available is now a limitation on the amount of joint rancher-technician field work that can be done. However, a major increase in such work is a necessity, a challenge, and a bright hope for the future.
Improving Rangeland Surveys And Appraisals
While the early-day range vegetative type surveys served some useful purposes, in my opinion they only partially meet the needs of today and the future. These surveys delineated vegetative types, recorded plant composition, located cultural features, and briefly noted such features as soil condition, erosion, presence of rodents, etc.
More recently many range surveys determine and record range condition and trend or range site and condition.
I feel that such surveys provide a better basis for management decisions than range vegetative type surveys, but they, too, fall short of meeting the total short-term and long-term needs of the several rangeland uses. In fact, no single survey can be expected to meet total needs for all time. Surveys based solely on vegetation are inadequate for these reasons: 1. Some rangelands have been, are now, and will in the future be used for purposes other than solely for grazing by domestic livestock.
Vegetative surveys fail to provide some of the basic land resource data needed to determine suitability and to plan comprehensive programs for all of these alternative uses. 2. In terms of grazing use a vegetative survey progressively loses utility with passage of time. Plant composition, range condition, and particularly plant yields are subject to significant fluctuation in time. Therefore, data from such range surveys of previous years are not valid for current and future day-to-day decisions on grazing management.
If surveys of rangeland are, in fact, to meet the needs of alternative land uses and, in addition, meet current needs for decisions required for grazing management, two types of surveys will be required. One of these will, in effect, be some form of basic land resource survey. The other will be an appraisal of range conditions which will be repeated as needed to provide up-to-date information for management decisions (Fig. 1) .
Standard soil surveys now in use by several agencies have lasting utility as one type of basic land resource survey. Detail of mapping can be geared to best fit the needs of existing or forseeable future land uses. Such surveys provide much of the basic physical data needed in evaluating some aspects of alternative rangeland uses. For grazing use by domestic livestock particular attention can be given to the preparation of soil mapping legends that will result in mapping units having maximum utility for (1) delineation of areas having similar potentials for grazing use, and (2) rangelands suitable for various types of range conservation treatment.
In the absence of basic land resource surveys, the alternative would seem to be a series of independent special purpose surveys for each of the various land uses. This would involve a considerable duplication of time and effort in the collection of physical resource data.
Improving The Effectiveness Of Range Conservation Practices
Studies show that burrowing rodents on rangelands may move 20 to 40 tons of soil per acre. Some anthills in eastern Utah weigh up to 400 pounds. Even the lowly earthworm may bring several tons of earth per acre up to the soil surface. This industrious activity by native fauna has made little impression on those individuals who feel that "The dirt must fly" if the range is to be improved. Thus the bulldozer and the disc have become symbols of range improvement in action-as have the astringent smell of herbicides and the wellworn discs of rangeland drills. Before anyone jumps to the conclusion that here indeed is an advocate of pristine nature as the ultimate goal of range management, let me emphatically state that this is in no sense true. Judicious use of earth moving equipment, brush control devices, and range seeders is for many rangelands essential to improvement in a reasonable period of time, even if, in some cases it involves the complete destruction of the existing native plant HEERWAGEN cover and its replacement by knowledge of growth habits and ductivity of rangelands without planted covers. Rather this is a characteristics of the plants we first applying fertilizers, to those plea for the kind of range imactually work with on the range who feel that fertilization has no provement programs that:
is It doesn't seem logical that the answer rests solely with a change in a single factor of the environment such as precipitation pattern or frequency of fires. Neither does it seem to depend solely on the intensity of grazing use. There is no denying the influence of repeated fires on plant communities.
However, the differential response of species, sprouting ability of many species, and the persistence of some brush stands despite repeated fires cast doubt on this factor as the dominant influence for all brush problems. Research findings are continually pointing out kinds of rangeland where it is unrealistic to assume that, given time, grass will "choke out" brush. Apparently you are finding that the primary role of grass in the grass versus brush controversy is to help discourage rather than to completely prevent the reestablishment or invasion of new brush plants.
Is it possible that the cart is preceding the horse in our brush control efforts ? Don't we still need to learn much more about the ecology of the individual species and the plant communities in which they live before we go much further with this practice?
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